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1. Exposure vs. Outcome (Fiz X HEHR)

NI & 2 DORF I 2EE (exposure) S s Z
LI L o TER EDFEE (outcome) ZFEAET
%, HERWIEOREIZHIE, 202 >0
HOWEBEBEZIFHT 2 2 L TH 3. Exposure
EVD LHEHREIRDO X 5 2 b DR BWENNRD
M, IHEETH-oTH, HETThHh- T, HHITH-
TyhEbiwn, —F, BReWS L HMFER Y
DIRDFEZ BOELRD D, RROFHEFE, D
BIWEH, & 2 WIidHiiE7% © T3 outcome 1 L5
5.

2. Discrete vs. continuous (ZEED R FE)

Discrete & 1% Yes/No (or 1/0) TEHEN S
bOThD., 1oz, MR, HIETHD - &
W ETH S, —J5, continuous 1G5 Bl
TERINDE HOT, HMERBCRIAE L &EThH 5.
UL, HIMEREAS 12,000 BLEDRRIZ T £ L, %
NERE%E 0 & ThiE, discrete data ICEHa$ 2 =
ERTE B, WREFE TSR % discrete 228
ELUTHIEBLEHIEIS 2 2 £ 3%\, —TF, RS
HGATH 255121 t-test 72 ETHIKRT 2.
& 512, HIMEYIRZREO JIMEkECE, 5 T % 1,
2-5 %2, 2 AT % 312905 X5 mGE13E
FEFOAT IV —EREBNTE S, 3512,
R H, WO LS RIEFEZRRWwAh T T —
bbb, ZoEE, Hrxo@ictLCHRTH 3,

1E5

RTHV] DX S5 % (dummy variable).

3. Prevalence (MeBFE) vs. Cumulative Inci-
dence (FEFEZ)

Prevalence 13, ® 2 Kiid 5 W I WHARIIC B
7% b % B OEE (proportion) 2459, 72 & 2
W THRICBY 5B A > 7 )V o FRERIE
2% Tholz. JO XS5 RN %E S Th 5. Prev-
alence IZ LIZLIEZ7 > 7 — b FE % £ D cross
sectional study I XN 5. —JF, EERWIZEIC
B % risk &1, 25 A\08DH 25— H 59K
K (FER) Wi sHER%Z$E L, cumulative inci-
dence & 13 H 2 EMIZ BT 2 FH O risk 2457,
Bl Z 1% [3 5% 34 10 ISR O HIL T T
TEFEDY A 271501% THE|[AT7—Y 1D
MY @Y 5 FEFNCHEFET 2 D) X 71
35% Ths. 1 EThs, HERFBEDENEHS
Te®IZlE, TORRHKEDI) A7 ZHET S &
MR E 85,

Prevalence & risk/cumulative incidence % tt
3 % LHEIZ point TEREBOEIGEZRTW3 D
LT, BEFERF—EHMIC L 50D AL
[UCHRE Lz 2B E L T b, Prevalence=
Incidence X Duration & L CHEXHiZ 5 3,
{RIZIEE D prevalence 23 10% TH D, BERED
prevalence 75 109% T®H > 72354, Hi# ORI
il (duration) FHE<, BEFIFIRVWDI T, #
incidence IZRTE THE L, BETENWI LItk 5,
2% D, prevalence 121X, FDEBDOFEDY A
7720 Tldz L, MR b Bb > T 579,/
REERK I FZMm» 2z v (AREEFENCIZTEEZ
7778 —Thb).

Cumulative incidence 2% 2 56 5 1 D&
Blp ik, b 2EFT—EHMBIZE L - BRKIC
i AHERTH 5 5, Cumulative incidence % #H
ET WA T 2%, SR &% 2 EMITHER
RO TRV EARHEEL TELBLERH L,
2, WREED 2B AbERIAT 5, BIIEET
BreflLic AP, FEHETCTFELLMLIZA
1, BT EFEO cumulative incidence % HIE
T 572 DEFRPIFER R S 13985, & 512,
outcome % Fe4 L - B H CROBBZ 33 0
3, il &3 IR 2 FAET 5 risk Z#E -5 T
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At 62 person-years
FWwinwmroThb, ized controlled trial (RCT) TH %. L»L, [d

4. Cumulative incidence vs. Incidence rate

Cumulative incidence & & % —EHIM I out-
come FEET LH¥HDY A7 ThHhLH, LrLik
D5, WIFRTHRELIHE, 3 XTONRE z5%
LIZHE L, cumulative incidence ZEH 4 5 2
EIIWNEETH 2. E ST Z 7o WS R
(variable time at entry), ¥R CRIEEZEZ 7% <
% 586 (loss to follow-up) 7x EEGRBTZE DR
LIEUIERER T 2, 2D X5 5E, 1 FL EDH#
L7z OBEMMEZREL T, FTiED LI
person-time T« & 2 % LRI fRREI NS,

S ADEN (5,7,10) XHIME 2 FHFEL THT L
7z &9 % &, incidence rate=3/62 person-years
Wi b, S F1-100 Ok % & 5 4R 10,
100,,,10,000 7 & TR OBEHITH 5. EOHIIZ
48.4/1,000 person-years & & SR —RHITH
5., DL BEEITBVWTODA rate 2 HT
%. # L T rate I person-time OEfI % & D,

5. Intervention vs. Observational study

Wrgeg M Exposure 2 A &HjIca > b a—)
T HW5E T Y 1 >~ % intervention study & FEUY,
exposure % HARDEBIIC F ¥ T AL~
Fo—LEFEET 27200 b D% observation
study & FES,

intervention study OHEFZ b DIF random-

Cibe T @ 5 48 O i & i3 % 7% £ O his-
torical control ®¥& b intervention study 128
b, FHERFELIFE UMK L & 25HET
To7 & 7B & ORI 5% b intervention
study @ historical control study 2443 %, H
%\ X crossover design AR T I EBTE S
b L, 7z, intervention study i pro-
spective cohort study DR EH 2 5 2 L b
T& 5,

6. Longitudinal vs. cross sectional

Longitudinal & & exposure & outcome @ []
WCHFEZES D 5 2 £ 2m L T3, Exposure 28
X 5 T outcome BFLET B L Lo, 47
exposure X outcome IZFATT %, £ o T, KR
REHRZ DEEIE, I ORFEREMR 25 2 LB A
T %, W%, intervention study, case-control
study, cohort study (REIDAEEM#ZT %) i3 lon-
gitudinal TH 2. Z ORI, LR OFEH| 23
EonU T2 FRCEELHETIHEE DN
X, HOHICTHIZERONRAZET 28550 H 5T
b3S, WHENPENTD, ZORERERE DO»
HRTVDIERBEETH S, ¥R s, FEED
I EZ DM, FEROEZRPINMb>TL 2056 TH
%. —/H, cross sectional study 7» & [ZHRFEIIES
REODHDLIENTERY, 2B 77 —1
AT, FHoHEOEH R L EHE TR S &
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T2, £5%6, IEiEE L ERE ORI IZAHREE
RBHYZFS>THSH, LrL, EHLLWLSIE
W72 2D, BHZ»EEHL Lo, b
5\ O AELVER 2 D H 1%, cross sectional
study 7> 5 FHIETE &,

7. Retrospective vs. prospective study

Prospective study 1% outcome 23549 S Rl
B 2 BAMA S A W92 T, exposure 133 T2 H %35
HbbNE, 7 exposure SNTRWVIEEH H
%, BT retrospective study % outcome H3F4A
LT oifgesr 3 5728, IR exposure 1X
T T I > T w3, Cohort study=prospec-
tive, case-control study=retrospective & Bl &
WLTWEARNEY, AT LB ZEDTIER,

b7z 1%, FH A ORRAEEERIE R OFE
ERIHEL TWB DT RW e 22Tz, T2
EZIEDH %7 DR 12 RO Z RN IMER T
ABEL, BEMEREBREOZEB DWW Ed5, %
2RI NV T ORI SEC 12RO H VT
BT VY LCEATL S, 2L, Ll F/HO
IRFEEZ LI 3 2, F 2 EBBEERE RO B
bolzbE U EZ2BEVIRT, M outcome
(BB R) 2l L7222 TH D, outcome
MRFRET LRI SHFFE 213 U % D T Prospec-
tive case-control study & \» 2 %, Prospective
D78 retrospective & D recall bias S missing
data # 7%  BIEEAIZINE T E 3 72, retro-
spective case control study DK E %S & &M
TE %, [FMRS 2T % 72 ® 12 prospective co-
hort study O 7941 > 2 &35 &, HEZA
B RUARBEEE L 2 Tidasd, EHbL»
n b, FERFEBMN DL WEE, case-control
study 3 ERIICEFTH 5.

8. Fuactual outcome vs. counterfactual oul-
come

bLY, HMXTHERERNERLH D, i
BEAPEBEINET S, 22T, FETHH
MR 3N TiE % OBERER N EHHA % D72 5
I ? Tk x, “Z OHIX TRIEAM, BEtaEks s
o7z 6 HIMIFEN ENL SWHET L0 &
WO BMICEZ 2B DD, T ZITEVH O

1E5

EFR o7 E X VPR ARZAIZ LD BE S AN
ZZ L, HxliE MRIIWCTHEHED disk Z2EHZL
7232, Z0L5%HTHAS L disk 840 LEE
LTHEMODAIIAR LTS ISR L5,
ZITHRIZFIIOBES AZ MR~V =7
LWLz, UL, disk OZEELER O RN T
bHBEHEST BT0I21E 2 DBRES AOBYEER
@O MRI AR L 72 < TlE e 780,
CDEICHIHRFOFET TR o IHBEE
factual outcome, Z DR FBFFEL Kp oz & &
12 2 585 % counterfactual outcome & PR,
Exposure & outcome [H 0 K 8 E51% %2 ZEHH 9 5
72 1213 IE L v counterfactual outcome & FLIR
T HDLEDRD B, Tz & 213D D LEDFHERFHE]
EHEICHEBRL T, Zhes L Ty > S v E
BERR A RN 2T, 25 7 O IR ILE I
Kotk d 5, S TFHERSERENC IR L 7z Mgss
VYN UVEREBAEDORR L DIES I n?
NEFFAT 2701213 b 5 —E TR, 2 -
v > b7 v EREZRS T, TP E -
7z { B UANE% $ % (conditional counterfactual
outcome), % LT 25 FFERICHIBICE ST
ZNWDFERTH- T LHIETE S, IhLEHIS I
XA LTy =" PRBTH B D, SF/NHT
X WO TETAAETH S, ZNTIE, AIEE
THIRERV > b7 o 2o o 7o 1N & EEER
FTHIEFCETH LI 0? ZOLMIFIEk
FHBZ RV TWERERZ STer b Lz,
bLEABICH LT T Ay > v 7 v
EHEENCHIT LI E2 5125652 T8
WAL R NN ADS = S | =3 AV NS (= sy I G
DTV b YDA DSFFIZERE L TIEEA Y
—HT 2T THS. L TRHREITS »OEN
BHLNIZS, FHIFV > b7 Y EEER (expo-
sure) DiEW EHEHITE 5, LoL, BIEMEE L
T, VYN UBERERERS S HEENCERE T S
bFiidwrn, 22T, JEOBRE LAET
AR DT, R Uiy > s
BEROCHEE R T 2 kx5, #z, b
ZEbE TSRV > 7 BEERRRZ RN L o TH
EFRAHE AR T 2 A DL THS S, Lr
L, TERAEET 2ABMOBEESLT L HL B0
o, fIBEDOSIMVERERTH S, 2O counter
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